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REMARKS 

This Amendment is made in response to the Office Action dated September 15, 2004. A 
Request for Extension of Time is enclosed to permit the fiUng of this Amendment in the third 
month. 

In response to the objection to the drawings, Applicant forwards herewith corrected 
drawing sheets including Reference Nos. 36', 40' and 44'. 

Applicant respectfully traverses and requests reconsideration of the rejection of Claims 1- 
7 as being indefinite under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph, for its recitation of "said 
extending leg" without sufficient antecedent basis in Claim 1, and the recitation of "or the like" 
in Claim 6. Applicant has amended Claims 1 and 6 to remove the noted points of indefiniteness. 

Applicant respectfully traverses and requests reconsideration of the rejection of Claims 1- 
6 as being anticipated under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) by U.S. Patent No. 6,345,796 of Neuman. 
Neuman discloses a first leg 1 16, a second leg 1 10 connected at its end to the fu-st leg 1 16 and a 
third leg 1 18. Applicant notes a basic difference between the Neuman patent and his device 100, 
namely that Neuman comprises a spring member 130 which serves, as shown best in Figs. 1 and 
2, as a support within the first, second and third legs 1 16, 1 10 and 1 18. In particular, the spring 
member 130 is attached to the third leg 1 18 and engages the bottom surface of a support (shown 
in phantom line in Fig. 2) and disposes the upper surface of the support against the first leg 116, 
whereby Neumanns device is fixedly mounted with respect to its upper and lower support 
surfaces. Applicant notes particularly that the Neuman device is secured with respect to its 
support by the spring member 130 in contrast to AppUcant's invention, which depends primarily 
upon the gravitational forces of the object or bag to secure Applicant's device with respect to its 
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support 10. In this regard, Applicant particularly notes that Claim 1 describes this difference 
and, in particular, recites "that the weight of the object exerts a force on said first end (of said 
first leg) toward said upper surface". For these reasons, AppUcant respectfiiUy asserts that 
Claims 1-6 clearly and patentably distinguish the Neuman patent. 

Further, Applicant traverses and respectfully requests reconsideration of the rejection of 
Claims 1 and 4-7 as being anticipated under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) by U.S. Patent No. 3,773,288 of 
Bolton. A comparison of Apphcant's drawings and those of Bolton clearly shows that 
Applicant's object or handbag 20 is disposed beneath the lower surface of his support 12a, 
whereas Bolton's device secures its bag 30 and, in particular, its straps 33 in a position above the 
upper surface 18 of his support 20 (best seen in Fig. 3). As best shown in Fig. 3 of Bolton, a 
significant portion of his device 10, as well as his bag 30, are above the upper support surface 18 
of his support 20. Thus, it is apparent that not only is his device 10 but also the supported bag 30 
are disposed above the upper surface 18 of his support 20 and therefore in a position to interfere 
with any activity occurring on the upper surface 18 of the support 20, For example, it is readily 
contemplated that the support 20 could be used as a dining table and that Bolton's device 10 and 
his bag or object 30 would interfere with that activity. 

In this regard, Applicant respectfully traverses the statement (page 5, line 4 et seq. of the 
above noted Office Action) of the Examiner that, "said hook (24) lies beneath said first leg (14) 
and said first end-". Rather, as clearly shown in Bolton's Figs. 3 and 5, the hook 24 is disposed 
above the first end 17 of the first leg 14 in direct contrast to the quoted description provided by 
the Examiner. In this regard, Claim 1 clearly recites that when the device 30 is disposed upon 
the support 10 that "said second leg extends away fi-om said lower surface to rotate the object 
about said first end of said first leg so that said second leg and said hook are free of said lower 



24971/000/656725.3 



5 



24971.001 

surface." In view of the above discussion, it is respectfully asserted that Claims 1 and 4-7 are 
clearly and patentably distinct from the Bolton patent. 

Applicant respectfully traverses and requests reconsideration of the rejection of Claims 2 
and 3 as being obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Bolton in view of Neuman. Even if the 
Neuman and Bolton teachings were combined as suggested by the Examiner, their combined 
teachings would not show that the high coefficient material engages "a length of said upper 
surface of the support". Rather, the combined teachings of Neuman and Bolton, as best shown in 
Figs. 3 and 5 of Bolton, only show that the end 17 as covered by the coefficient material would 
contact the upper surface 18 of Bolton's support 20. In view of the above reasoning, it is 
respectfully asserted that Claims 2 and 3 are clearly and patentably distinct from the combined 
teachings of the cited references. 

In a telephone interview, Examiner Syumny identified U.S. Patent No. 2,532,255 of 
Davis, which describes a hanger device 84 in Fig. 4 and a hanger device 85 in Fig. 5. Hanger 84, 
for example, is constructed of a continuous wire having a central portion 60 with a first end 
coupled to a loop 61 for receiving an object such as a handle B (see Fig. 1), and a second end 
coupled to a portion 57. The distal end of the portion includes a cylinder piece 59 for engaging a 
support surface A. In a manner that differs from applicant's device, all of its parts 61, 60 and 57 
lie in a common plane, whereby the handle B lies generally in a plane parallel to the edge of the 
support surface A. 

By contrast to Davis, applicant's device includes a fourth leg 46, which generally lies 
perpendicular to a plane defined by the first and second legs 34 and 38 and attaches to an object 
20 in a manner to suspend its object in a position that is oriented generally perpendicular to the 
edge 12a of its support surface 12b. As a result as shown in Figure 1, the long dimension of the 
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object 20, i.e., a pocketbook, lies generally perpendicular to the edge 12a, whereby the 
pocketbook 20 is suspended from the support surface 12b in a manner to minimize the area 
beneath the lower surface that is blocked by the object 20. Thus, if the loop 61 of Davis is 
disposed perpendicular to the edge of the surface A as shown as shown in Fig. 1, and the 
pocketbook lies parallel to the edge, the object B of Davis will block users from sitting close to 
the support A, e.g., a dining room table, or otherwise having access to the area beneath table A. 
For these reasons, we believe that Claim 1 and the clauns dependent thereon differ from Davis. 

Further, applicant has fiiUy responded to the Examiner's objection to the drawings by 
including herewith a "Replacement Sheet" of Figs. 2 A and B that is amended to include the 
following reference signs: 36', 40' and 44'. 

In view of these conmients. Applicant respectfully asserts that this appUcation is in 
condition for allowance, which action is respectfully requested. If the Examiner is unable to 
allow this application. Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner contact the undersigned 
to briefly discuss the nature of this invention, and how this application may be amended so that 
this application may be speedily prosecuted to issuance. 



Respectfully submitted, 



COWAN, LIEBOWITZ & LATMAN, P.C. 



By: 




R. LgWis Gable^ 
Registration I^o. 22,479 
1 133 Avenue of the Americas 
New York, NY 10036-6799 
Telephone: (212) 790-9228 
Fax: (212) 575-0671 
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